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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fornns the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth In section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner In which the invention was made. 

2. Claims1-57 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Brown et al., Patent #6,067,551, hereinafter Brown and Kumar et a!., Patent 
#6,342,906, hereinafter Kumar. 

3. With regard to claim 1 , Brown teaches a method of collaborating users access to 
a document on a network (see column 2, lines 48-65), storing a document on a server 
(see column 2, lines 56-61), receiving a request, in the server, to open the document 
(see column 10, lines 65 through column 1 1 , line 3), establishing a collaboration session 
where the sever permits two or more users to work simultaneously across a network on 
a document stored on the server (see column 2, liens 46-65), receiving a command to 
modify the document from a first user in the session (see column 3, lines 30-34), and 
the server distributing the command to modify to the other ones of the collaborators in 
the session (see column 4, lines 7-26). Brown, however, doesn't explicitly state that the 
document being shared is a drawing document. Kumar teaches as system of 
collaborating with a group of users on a project (see column 3, lines 33-51), similar to 
that of Brown, but further teaches the data in the shared workspace being a drawing 
document (see column 3, lines 39-51). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
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skill in the art, having the teachings of Brown and Kumar before him at the time the 
invention was made to modify the collaborating system of Brown to share drawing 
documents. One would have been motivated to make such a combination because 
Brown states that the system can be implemented with other types of documents, where 
a drawing document as used in Kumar is an obvious choice. 

4. With regard to claims 2, 21 , and 40, which teach the sever maintaining a history 
of modifications to the drawing document, Brown further teaches, in column 17, lines 1- 
14, keeping a change history. 

5. With regard to claims 3, 14, 22, 33, 41 , and 52, which teach the history being 
used to support an undo command, Brown teaches, in column 15, lines 24-35, an undo 
file which uses various edits (changes) of the users. 

6. With regard to claims 4, 23, and 42, which teach the history being used to re- 
comunicate modifications to the two or more users. Brown further teaches, in column 
17, lines 1-14, keeping a change history, which maintains the recent changes. 

7. With regard to claims 5, 16, 24, 35, 43, and 54, which teach the server 
maintaining a record of the collaboration session including name, numbers, and 
statuses of the two or more collaborators. Brown further teaches, in column 1 1 , line 66 
through column 12, line 8, and in figure 3, a record file for a user containing a name, a 
date/time number, and a user version identifier. 

8. With regard to claims 6, 15, 25, 34, 44, and 53, which teach the command 
comprising an extensible markup language XML command. Brown teaches, in column 
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18, lines 12-27, using a language most useful for the users' needs an purposes, where 
XML would be an obvious choice for this network based application. 

9. With regard to claims 7, 26, and 45, which teach two or more collaborators all 
having write access for the drawing document during the session, Brown further 
teaches, in column 5, lines 35-46, a multi-user system that provides simultaneous 
editing. 

10. With regard to claims 8, 17, 27, 36, 46, and 55, which teach the command being 
received in the server from a first collaborator pursuant to a regularly transmitted 
command, Brown further teaches, in column 1, lines 45-55, that the user regularly 
accesses common documents from the server. 

1 1 . With regard to claims 9, 28, and 47, which teach generating an identifier for the 
command, Brown teaches, in column 3, lines 50-60, an identifier for a command. With 
regard to claim 9, further teaching distributing the identifier with the command to the 
other collaborators in the session, Brown further teaches, in column 4, lines 6-27, the 
other users using the system with the version id number. 

12. With regard to claims 10, 18, 29, 37, 48, and 56, which teach the command 
specifies an object identifier for an object in the drawing document that is modified, 
Brown further teaches, in column 4, lines 6-27, the tracking and saving of edited 
versions that contain id numbers. 

13. With regard to claims 11, 19, 30, 38, 49, and 57, which teach an extensible set of 
three dimensional modeling tools for modifying the drawing document, Kumar further 
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teaches, in colunnn 3. lines 3, lines 39-51 and column 4, lines 10-24, a drawing 
document with a three-dimensional view which is editable by a drawing tool. 

14. With regard to claim 12, Brown teaches a method of collaborating users access 
to a document on a network (see column 2, lines 48-65), establishing a collaboration 
session where the sever permits two or more users to work simultaneously across a 
network on a document stored on the server (see column 2, liens 46-65), and receiving 
a command to modify the document from a first user in the session (see column 3, lines 
30-34). Brown, however, doesn't explicitly state that the document being shared is a 
drawing document. Kumar teaches as system of collaborating with a group of users on 
a project (see column 3, lines 33-51), similar to that of Brown, but further teaches the 
data in the shared workspace being a drawing document (see column 3, lines 39-51). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of 
Brown and Kumar before him at the time the invention was made to modify the 
collaborating system of Brown to share drawing documents. One would have been 
motivated to make such a combination because Brown states that the system can be 
implemented with other types of documents, where a drawing document as used in 
Kumar is an obvious choice. 

15. With regard to claim 13, which teaches receiving a second command to modify 
the document from the server wherein the command was originally transmitted from 
another collaborator, Kumar further teaches, in column 3, lines 48-51 , the workspace 
being kept synchronized with everyone else, by synchronization between clients 
through servers. 
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16. With regard to claim 20, Brown teaches, a system with a shard disk on a network 
and use of a shared server (see column 2, lines 46-62), a method of collaborating users 
access to a document on a network (see column 2, lines 48-65), a computer program 
stored on the server (see column 4, lines 7-11), storing a document on a server (see 
column 2, lines 56-61), receiving a request, in the server, to open the document (see 
column 10, lines 65 through column 11, line 3), establishing a collaboration session 
where the sever permits two or more users to work simultaneously across a network on 
a document stored on the server (see column 2, liens 46-65), receiving a command to 
modify the document from a first user in the session (see column 3, lines 30-34), and 
the server distributing the command to modify to the other ones of the collaborators in 
the session (see column 4, lines 7-26). Brown, however, doesn't explicitly state that the 
document being shared is a drawing document. Kumar teaches as system of 
collaborating with a group of users on a project (see column 3, lines 33-51), similar to 
that of Brown, but further teaches the data in the shared workspace being a drawing 
document (see column 3, lines 39-51). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art, having the teachings of Brown and Kumar before him at the time the 
invention was made to modify the collaborating system of Brown to share drawing 
documents. One would have been motivated to make such a combination because 
Brown states that the system can be implemented with other types of documents, where 
a drawing document as used in Kumar is an obvious choice. 

17. With regard to claim 31 , Brown teaches, a system with a shard disk on a network 
and use of a shared server (see column 2, lines 46-62), a method of collaborating users 
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access to a document on a network (see column 2, lines 48-65), a computer program 
stored on the server (see column 4, lines 7-11), storing a document on a server (see 
column 2, lines 56-61), establishing a collaboration session where the sever permits two 
or more users to work simultaneously across a network on a document stored on the 
server (see column 2, liens 46-65), and receiving a command to modify the document 
from a first user in the session (see column 3, lines 30-34). Brown, however, doesn't 
explicitly state that the document being shared is a drawing document. Kumar teaches 
as system of collaborating with a group of users on a project (see column 3, lines 33- 
51), similar to that of Brown, but further teaches the data in the shared workspace being 
a drawing document (see column 3, lines 39-51 ). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of Brown and Kumar before him at the time 
the invention was made to modify the collaborating system of Brown to share drawing 
documents. One would have been motivated to make such a combination because 
Brown states that the system can be implemented with other types of documents, where 
a drawing document as used in Kumar is an obvious choice. 
1 8. With regard to claim 32, which teaches the computer program configured to 
receive a second command to modify the document from the server wherein the 
command was originally transmitted from another collaborator, Brown further teaches, 
the server distributing the command to modify to the other ones of the collaborators in 
the session (see column 4, lines 7-26). Kumar further teaches this limitation in column 
3, lines 48-51 , where he discusses the synchronization of the systems. 
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19. With regard to claim 39, Brown teaches a computer readable medium which 
performs a method of collaborating users access to a document on a network (see 
column 2, lines 48-65), storing a document on a server (see column 2, lines 56-61), 
receiving a request, in the server, to open the document (see column 10, lines 65 
through column 11, line 3), establishing a collaboration session where the sever permits 
two or more users to work simultaneously across a network on a document stored on 
the server (see column 2, liens 46-65), receiving a command to modify the document 
from a first user in the session (see column 3, lines 30-34), and the server distributing 
the command to modify to the other ones of the collaborators in the session (see 
column 4, lines 7-26). Brown, however, doesn't explicitly state that the document being 
shared is a drawing document. Kumar teaches as system of collaborating with a group 
of users on a project (see column 3, lines 33-51), similar to that of Brown, but further 
teaches the data in the shared workspace being a drawing document (see column 3, 
lines 39-51). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teachings of Brown and Kumar before him at the time the invention was made to modify 
the collaborating system of Brown to share drawing documents. One would have been 
motivated to make such a combination because Brown states that the system can be 
implemented with other types of documents, where a drawing document as used in 
Kumar is an obvious choice. 

20. With regard to claim 50, Brown teaches a computer readable medium which 
performs a method of collaborating users access to a document on a network (see 
column 2, lines 48-65), establishing a collaboration session where the sever permits two 
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or more users to work simultaneously across a network on a document stored on the 
server (see column 2, liens 46-65), and receiving a command to modify the document 
from a first user in the session (see column 3, lines 30-34). Brown, however, doesn't 
explicitly state that the document being shared is a drawing document. Kumar teaches 
as system of collaborating with a group of users on a project (see column 3, lines 33- 
51 ), similar to that of Brown, but further teaches the data in the shared workspace being 
a drawing document (see column 3, lines 39-51). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of Brown and Kumar before him at the time 
the invention was made to modify the collaborating system of Brown to share drawing 
documents. One would have been motivated to make such a combination because 
Brown states that the system can be implemented with other types of documents, where 
a drawing document as used in Kumar is an obvious choice. 

21 . With regard to claim 51 , which teaches receiving a second command to modify 
the document from the server wherein the command was originally transmitted from 
another collaborator, Kumar further teaches, in column 3, lines 48-51, the workspace 
being kept synchronized with everyone else, by synchronization between clients 
through servers. 

Conclusion 

22. The prior art made of record on form PTO-892 and not relied upon is considered 
pertinent to applicant's disclosure. Applicant is required under 37 C.F.R. § 1.111(c) to 
consider these references fully when responding to this action. The documents cited 
therein teach systems for allowing multiple users to collaborate on a document. 



Application/Control Number: 09/982,224 



Page 1 0 



Art Unit: 2173 

23. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dennis G. Bonshock whose telephone number is (703) 
305-4668. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 6:30 a.m. - 4:00 
p.m. 

24. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Cabeca can be reached on (703) 308-3116. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

25. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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